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Abstract 
The systems approach in the field of enterprise performance has the irreplaceable role in a current turbulent environment. In 
response to the high degree of globalization, unified performance systems are still developing.  
The paper deals with one of the new trends influencing performance management system – cultural differences. 
The paper points to the need to take cultural differences into account in Czech enterprises, as current performance management 
systems appear to be inadequate in this regard. 
On the basis of a questionnaire survey, the aim of the paper is to identify and evaluate current attitudes to the issue of cultural 
differences in Czech enterprises including their importance within the performance management system and based on the 
findings, the model expressing a unified performance management system is designed. The model takes the cultural differences 
into account and is applicable for implementation in Czech enterprises. 
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1. Introduction 
Due to globalization, requirements of business practice on performance management systems (PMS) are growing. 
New trends are gradually going to boost. Integration of customers and employees into the PMS causes the growing 
complexity of the PMS using mathematical and statistical apparatus and IT support, and in response to the deepening 
globalization also PMS unification. However, the PMS unification raises the need to take cultural differences into 
account.      
2. Business Performance Measurement and Management 
‘Performance is a method or a trend, in which the entity under consideration performs a certain activity on the 
basis of similarity with the reference method (trend) of the normal execution of the activity.’ Wagner (2009) 
Business performance may be looked at from various viewpoints. Pavelková and Knápková are markedly specific 
in their views of performance, when they include within the very concept such diverse variables as the amount 
deposited at a bank account, number of employees, trademark image, market share or the ability to satisfy customers 
and to have satisfied and motivated staff, etc. Pavelková (2009) 
Business performance must first be measured before it can be managed based on the measurement results 
obtained.  
There are several reasons why business performance should be measured, the most important being: 
1. Business strategy control implementation. 
2. Encouraging desirable behaviour on the part of the staff. 
3. External and internal communication. 
4. Business performance management. Maar (2003) 
Considering the comprehensiveness of all the requirements posed for business management, a system-based 
approach to performance tends to be applied. 
The performance measurement system may be referred to as an information system, which plays a crucial role in 
the performance management system (hereinafter referred to as 'PMS'). The position of the performance 








Fig. 1. Position of business performance measurement system within business performance management system 
The information obtained by the company from the enterprise information system has a key role to play in 
performance management. The information system may be looked at as a complex set of people, processes, 
programme systems, technical facilities and organisational rules set up with a view to collecting, transferring, 
evaluating, fixing and updating the data for timely acquisition and use of information. In a narrower sense of the 
word, the enterprise information system is a software solution addressing the enterprise's IT needs, often referred to 
as Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP). Pittner (2011) 
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The business performance measurement system may also be conceived of as an information system supporting 
the managers in tasks related to business performance management, which serves the following two principal 
functions: 
1. Streamlining and structuring communication between all organisational units included in the target value process. 
2. Collection, processing and supply of information relating to the performance of people, processes, products, 
services, activities, business units, etc. Forza (2000) 
At present, there are a number of functional systems, models, approaches and performance measurement and 
management methods. 
One of them is benchmarking – a chain of activities, which starts by determining and establishing a benchmark † 
and ends with the interpretation of the results of the comparison between the investigated phenomenon and the 
benchmark. Wagner (2009) The aim is not to merely compare the phenomenon against the benchmark with the 
objective being to get to the benchmark level, but mainly to become the best in the given field, i.e. to form a new 
benchmark. Pavelková (2009) 
One example of such a functional model is the EFQM Model Excellence, which implements the Total Quality 
Management (TQM) concept developed by the European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM). It draws on 
the assumption that the given organisation's ability to generate outstanding results is subject to maximum satisfaction 
on the part of external customers, satisfaction of the organisation's own staff and respect for the environment. 
Nenadál (2004) 
Balanced Scorecard (BSC) may also be mentioned in this respect as an approach to performance, which does not 
content itself with the mere performance measurement, but rather seeks to integrate performance within the PMS. 
The original intention was to monitor those performance parameters in the first place, which give a clearer image of 
the resultant performance than the aggregate profitability value. The parameters are divided into four perspectives, 
which allow business performance to be assessed in a comprehensive and balanced manner. Kaplan (2010), 
Pavelková (2009), Wagner (2009) 
In practice, the systems tend to be combined. Firms often apply parts of specific systems, adapting them to their 
specific conditions and needs. 
3. New Trends in the Field of Business Performance Measurement and Management 
The contemporary globalised world is characterised by dynamic development, which may especially be observed 
in the business environment. This evolutionary dynamism may be characterised, for example, by a rapid pace of 
scientific and technical advancement, worldwide informational cohesion, growing requirements for HR management 
and organisational changes, etc. 
These changes lead to problems modern management must deal with. Drucker (2000) Management games 
represent a suitable and efficient knowledge transfer tool in the process of economic and managerial training, which 
simulate business cases based on realistic business scenarios or identified threats the enterprise might potentially 
face in the future. Systemdynamics.org (2014) 
The changes referred to above result in continuous growth in the requirements of both the business sphere and 
customers. In response to the growing demands, new trends start to be applied, especially abroad.  
Some of the new trends are: 
x Integration of customers and staff into the PMS,  
x growing complexity of the PMS,  
x application of mathematical and statistic apparatus and IT support within the PMS,  
x unification of PMSs, 
x consideration of cultural differences in the PMS.  
The mutual relationships between the new trends follow clearly from the chart below: 
 
 
† benchmark – reference trend 




Fig. 2. Relationships between new trends in the PMS 
The growing globalisation has as increasing effect on incidence of PMS unification. Some examples of unified 
PMSs include the single global systems used by specific subsidiary companies. However, the unification trend 
results in the need to reflect cultural differences in the PMS. 
4. The Need to Reflect Cultural Differences in Unified Performance Management Systems 
The strongest limiting factor in implementing global strategies via unified PMS is the human factor. Therefore, a 
great deal of attention needs to be devoted to intercultural management, which specifically addresses the issue of HR 
management in multinational companies with regard to cultural differences. Koontz (1988) 
The issue of HR management is, among other things, closely related to the concept of coaching, ‘Coaching is a 
method, a manner and a procedure to improve performance and management style to a higher level, which yields 
desired results.’ Rosinski (2009) 
Coaching is an integral part of people management. The task of managers as coaches is to relax and use the 
human potential in their management action.  
Rosinsky divided cultural dimensions into seven categories based on the common problems faced by coaches and 
coaching and based on the critical cultural dimensions, Rosinski (2009): 
3. Perception of power and responsibility. 
4. Approach to time management. 
5. Identity and meaning. 
6. Organisational arrangement. 
7. Territory – definition of the boundaries of the mental and physical territories. 
8. Meaning of communication patterns. 
9. Methods of thinking. 
Rosinsky's model provides useful guidance to overcome cultural differences in coaching, which is based on 
Milton Bennett's model, complementing it with the seventh stage, which involves capitalising on the cultural 
differences for leveraging further development. The model provides guidance in several steps to improve the ability 
to recognise and master cultural differences transcending the set culture boundaries. Rosinski (2009) 
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Key: 
Risk of ethnocentrism‡ Ethnorelativistic approaches§ 
1. ignoring differences 
    – physical or mental isolation, distance 
    – non-acceptance 
4. realising and accepting differences 
    – recognising, realising, understanding 
    – acceptance does not equal agreement,   
      submission 
    – acceptance must be instinctive and 
      emotional as well as intellectual 
2. realising differences,   
    negative evaluation of the differences 
     – defamation, slander 
     – feeling of superiority 
     – highlighting other cultures 
5. adapting to the differences 
    – abandoning one’s own comfort zone 
    – empathy (temporary shift in views) 
    – adaptation does not equal acquisition,  
       assimilation 
3. realising differences,  
    downplaying and underestimating  
    them 
    – trivialisation 
    – failing to pick on uniqueness –  ‘you  
      are all the same’ 
6. integrating the differences 
    – working with various frames of  
      reference 
    – analysing and evaluating situations from  
      various cultural perspectives 
   – retaining realistic foundations, which is 
     important for an individual to avoid being  
     blinded by the broad range of possibilities  
 7. capitalising on diversity 
    – making the maximum use of diversity,  
      attempting to generate synergies 
    – proactive search of the best in the  
      different cultures 
    – achieving unity through 
      diversity 
 
The above implies that cultural differences may even pose a threat to a certain extent. Cultural diversity and a 
lack of its knowledge may be a major hindrance and complication not only in the business environment.  
5. Questionnaire Survey 
Currently, the issue of unified performance management systems and the need to consider cultural differences is 
not sufficiently addressed neither in the Czech nor the international literature. For this reason, a questionnaire survey 
was carried out in the Czech companies focusing on three areas – communication of the company, measuring and 
managing performance of the company and consideration of cultural differences in performance management 
systems of the company. 
 
 
‡ Ethnocentric coaching = coaching via interpretation of cultural difference in terms of the actual company 
§ Ethnorelativistic coaching = global coaching, coaching in a multicultural environment 
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5.1. Objectives and Methodology of the Questionnaire Survey 
Given the fact that so far unified performance management systems and the need to consider cultural differences 
in these systems were discussed only on theoretical level, the subsequent step is to specify the research plan, 
objectives and hypotheses. The pre-research was conducted on a smaller sample of companies in order to verify the 
suitability of the proposed data collection techniques and specify the research plan. Punch (2008) 
The questionnaire survey was conducted in February 2014 and lasted one month. 
The questionnaire contained a total of twenty-nine items and consisted of four parts. The first part introduced 
factual information about the company such as legal form of  business, subject of business activity, sales, number of 
employees, form of ownership, list of countries with which the company works, the position of the respondent, etc. 
The second part was focused on the area of company communication. This part monitored communication tools 
which company uses, how the effectiveness of communication in the company is measured and evaluated and which 
areas of company activities are affected by the communication the most (this part contained four items in total). The 
third part of the questionnaire followed the area of the performance measurement and management of the company. 
Items in this section dealt with areas in which the company monitors the performance of its activities, the way the 
business performance is measured and managed, the prospective existence of any performance measurement system 
in the company, the advantages and disadvantages of this system, the usage the results obtained by measuring of 
performance, aspects that are considered crucial in the company’s performance management, promoting new trends 
in the company, the significance that is attributed to the problems of cultural differences in the company, etc. ( this 
section contained a total of 13 items). The last part was concerned with the issue of cultural differences 
consideration in the PMS; i.e. the frequency of company’s cooperation with foreign partners, the management style 
of foreign partners, their approach to uncertainty, the approach to changes, the way foreign partners inspects the 
plan, the achievement of goals, the usage of stimulus methods and techniques, values and qualities they have, and in 
particular whether the company identifies cultural differences in foreign companies with which it cooperates, and if 
so how the company possibly reflects it in its PMS (12 items in total). 
The survey was focused on three areas: company’s communication, measuring and managing of performance and 
the consideration of cultural differences in company’s performance management systems. 
Statistical population included all manufacturing companies in the Czech Republic – 123,533 manufacturing 
companies. 
To obtain a sample of respondents a non-random deliberate choice was used – companies were selected 
according to previous successful cooperation with the University of Pardubice, such as the financial support of the 
University, participating in various events organized by the University, etc. 
To calculate the sample size of statistical population the following relationship was used: 
n = ௭
మכேכ௥כሺଵି௡ሻ
ሺௗమכேሻାሺ௭మכ௥כሺଵି௥ሻሻ ,                           (1) 
The sample size is affect by these variables: 
N – the size of statistical population, 
z – the required degree of audit certainty (confidence), reliability coefficient, 
d – the permissible degree of deviation (error); e.g. 3 % i.e. d=0.03, 
r – the expected rate of deviation (based on experience in auditing), e.g. 2 % i.e. r=0.02. 
Due to the nature of the survey the reliability coefficient was established at 1.96; the permissible degree of 
deviation at 0.03, and the expected rate of deviation at 0.02. After substituting these values into the above mentioned 
equation the following value comes out: 
n = ଵǤଽ଺כଵଶଷହଷଷכ଴Ǥ଴ଶכሺଵି଴Ǥ଴ଶሻሺ଴Ǥ଴ଷమכଵଶଷହଷଷሻାሺଵǤଽ଺మכ଴Ǥ଴ଶכሺଵି଴Ǥ଴ଶሻሻ ൌ ͶʹǤ͸ͷ                    (2) 
The pre-research addressed 54 Czech manufacturing companies. 
With respect to the calculated sample size the number of addressed companies can be considered sufficient. 
Compared to the sample size calculated from the statistical population, the number of the actually addressed 
companies seems to be a sufficient sample for pre-research. 
227 Aleš Horčička and Lucie Jelínková /  Procedia Economics and Finance  12 ( 2014 )  221 – 233 
The structure of the sample is made up of stock trading companies from the Czech Republic, whose business is 
production and at the same time there is a presupposed relation to the topic of the survey (e.g. the assumption that 
the companies have an established system of performance measurement and management, that they use unified 
performance management system within the framework of global companies network, that these companies identify 
the need to consider cultural differences in their PMS).  
The relationship of the selected companies to the topic of the survey was detected by earlier conducted secondary 
analysis. 
To express preliminary views on the relations between the variables, causality of the studied phenomena and 
possible solutions to the issues examined, following hypotheses was established: 
The more foreign partners from different countries the company has, the more cultural differences must be 
reflected in its performance management system. 
5.2. Outcomes of the Survey 
The representativeness of the questionnaire survey was evaluated according to the return rate and the structure of 
respondents.  
 The return rate of the questionnaire survey is given by the relation of the number of returned and properly 
completed questionnaires to the number of sent questionnaires. The returned rate was 11,11 %, and was given by the 
relation Čermák (1980): 
Return rate = ୬୳୫ୠୣ୰୭୤୰ୣ୲୳୰୬ୣୢୟ୬ୢ୮୰୭୮ୣ୰୪୷ୡ୭୫୮୪ୣ୲ୣୢ୯୳ୣୱ୲୧୭୬୬ୟ୧୰ୣୱ୬୳୫ୠୣ୰୭୤ୱୣ୬୲୯୳ୣୱ୲୧୭୬୬ୟ୧୰ୣୱ  * 100 (in %)        (3) 
After substituting actual numbers into this relation, the return rate of the realized survey comes as: 
Return rate = ଺ହସ כ ͳͲͲ ൌ ͳͳǤͳͳΨ ,                       (4) 
number of returned and properly completed questionnaires = 6 
number of sent questionnaires = 54 
  
According to the structure of the companies (respondents) and factual data, the following companies responded 
the most:  
Monitored factual data – a legal form of business.  
the original sample – 31 companies with the legal form a.s.**, 23 companies with the legal form s.r.o.†† 
the final sample – two companies with the legal form a.s., 4 companies with the legal form s.r.o.  
As a reference, the legal form a.s. has been established with respect to the representation of a larger number of 
companies in the original sample. 
Reference legal form – a.s. = ଷଵଶ ൌ ͳͷǤͷͲ                       
15,50 x less are companies with the legal form a.s. in the final sample compared to the original sample.  
ଶଷ
ଵହǤହ଴ ൌ ͳǤͶͺ െNumber of companies with the legal form s.r.o. required in the final sample. Four companies 
withthe legal form s.r.o. are included in the final sample.                   
Due to the fact that the final sample is not liable to the original sample, it can be concluded that the sample is 
distorted.  
It can be said that companies with the legal form s.r.o. responded more. 
Monitored factual data – location (according to regions):  
The original sample – 28 companies from the Pardubice region, 13 companies from the Středočeský region, 9 
companies from the Hradec Králové region, 2 companies from the Olomouc region, 1 company from the 
Jihomoravský region, 1 company from the Vysočina region. 
 
 
** a.s.  stands for joint stock company 
†† s.r.o. stands for limited liability company 
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The final sample – 3 companies from the Pardubice region, 1 company from the Olomouc region, 1 company 
from the Jihomoravský region, 1 company from the Vyočina region.  
As a reference, the Pardubice region has been established with respect to the representation of the highest number 
of companies in the original sample. 
Reference region – Pardubický kraj: ଶ଼ଷ ൌ ͻǤ͵͵                    
9.33 x less are companies from the Pardubice region in the final sample compared to the original sample.  
ଵଷ
ଽǤଷ ൌ ͳǤͶͲ – Number of companies from the Středočeský region in the final sample. No company from the 
Středočeský kraj is included in the final sample.                    
ଽ
ଽǤଷ ൌ ͲǤͻ͹– Number of companies from the Hradec Králové region in the final sample. No company from the 
Hradec Králové region is included in the final sample.                  
ଶ
ଽǤଷ ൌ ͲǤʹʹ  – Number of companies from the Olomouc region in the final sample. One company from the 
Olomouc region is included in the final sample.                    
ଵ
ଽǤଷ ൌ ͲǤͳͳ – Number of companies from the Jihomoravský region in the final sample. One company from the 
Jihomoravský region is included in the final sample.                   
ଵ
ଽǤଷ ൌ ͲǤͳͳ  – Number of companies from the Vysočina region in the final sample. One company from the 
Vysočina region is included in the final sample.                    
Due to the fact that the final sample is not liable to the original sample, it can be concluded that the sample is 
distorted.  
It can be said that companies from the Pardubice region responded the most. 
Outcomes of the survey relate to the three mentioned areas (company communication, performance measurement 
and management of the company and the consideration of cultural differences in performance management systems 
of the company) and are further divided into methodological and factual outcomes.  
Research methodology is assured by profitability, validity and triangulation. Gavora (2000) 
To ensure the accuracy and reliability of the survey tool the agreement between assessors was chosen. 
Based on the responses from the questionnaire survey, two enterprises from the Pardubice region with the same 
legal form (s.r.o.) were compared. The enterprises have responded identically to the 17 items of total 29 items in the 
questionnaire. In percentage terms, the agreement between enterprises given by the ratio: 
ଵ଻
ଶଽ כ ͳͲͲ ൌ ͷͺǤ͸ʹΨ.                            
It applies the following dependence: the closer agreement between assessors, the higher reliability.  
On the basis of agreement reached (almost 60 %), it can be concluded that the research tool is not reliable 
enough. 
To check the validity and the ability of the research tool to produce the required results and findings, the 
construct validity was selected.  
The results obtained by questionnaire survey focusing on the consideration of cultural differences in the PMS are 
compared with a theoretical construct, which is based on a foreign study regarding well-established procedures and 
recommendations for the inclusion of cultural differences into the PMS.  
The questionnaire survey shows that the selected Czech companies do not take cultural differences in their PMSs 
into account. 
Further research will seek to generalize questionnaire survey results from the sample to the entire statistical 
population through external population validity.  
To increase the data validity, three different data sources were used questionnaire survey, the Agiunis study 
(2012), Rosinski (2011). 
 
 






 NO                          S1 
 
    
    
    
YES                    S2 
                        S3                   
 
                           
 
 
        1      2       3     Questions 
Fig. 4. Triangulation 
Key:  
Questions: 
1) According to your opinion, are your foreign partners receptive to change? (YES/NO) 
2) Do your foreign partners ensure strict compliance with established methods in their businesses? (YES/NO) 
3) Have your foreign partners the same expectation from your company? (YES/NO)   
 
Sources:  
S1 – questionnaire survey 
S2 – Agunius (2012) 
S3 – Rosinski (2011) 
 
Factual research is focused on the evaluation of individual questionnaire items. 
The main attention was paid to the key question of the questionnaire. 
How many scales does your performance measurement system contain at the enterprise level? 
 
The questionnaire responses were defined using the following intervals:  
interval (0–5) – estimate (mean value of the interval) is 2.5;  
interval (6–10) – estimate (mean value of the interval) is 8; 
interval (11–15) – no value; 
interval (21–30) – estimate (mean value of the interval) is 25,5. 
 
Using the mean values of the intervals above, the arithmetic mean was calculated. The arithmetic mean is given 
by: 
  ݔҧ ൌ ଵ௡ σ ݔ௜
௡
௜ୀଵ    ,                              (5) 
Key: 
ݔҧ Arithmetic mean 
݊ Total number of values  
ݔ௜Random selection of values   
After substituting into the form above, the equation is based on:   
ݔҧ= ଶǤହା଼ାଶହǤହଷ ൌ ͳʹ                             (6) 
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The performance measurement system at the enterprise level contains 12 scales in average. The recommended 
number of scales is 5 in average. Wagner (2009) 
The most frequent number of used scales is within the interval (0–5). 
Given the assumption of the highest value (25.5) remoteness, the Grubbs Extreme Deviations Test was 
performed. 
The hypothesis was formulated: The highest value 25.5 is not remote.  
The standard deviation of the sample is given by:  
 ݏ ൌ ටσ ሺ௫೔ି௫ሻ
మതതതതത೙೔సభ
௡ିଵ  ,                              (7) 
Key: 
ݏ Standard deviation of the sample 
After substituting into the form above, the equation is based on: 
    ݏ ൌ ටሺଶǤହିଵଶሻ
మାሺ଼ିଵଶሻమାሺଶହǤହିଵଶሻమ
ଷିଵ ൌ ͳͶǤͲͺ                       (8) 
The test criterion has the following form:  
௡ܶ ൌ 
௫೙ି௫ҧ
௦  ,                                  (9) 
Key:  
௡ܶTest criterion 
ݔ௡ Last member of the series  
After substituting into the form above, the equation is based on: 
௡ܶ ൌ 
ଶହǤହିଵଶ
ଵସǤ଴଼ ൌ ͲǤͻͷͺͺ                               (10) 
Subsequently, the result is compared with the critical (table) value.  
Due to providing as accurate result as possible, the number of freedom degrees n was chosen 8 and the significance 
level α was chosen at 0.01.  
By comparing test criterion value (0.959) and critical value (2.374), the hypothesis is not rejected – the highest value 
is not cancelled out the data set.  
The following graphical expression represents numbers of enterprises having a certain number of the PMC scales 
within the specified intervals.    
 
 
Fig. 5. Number of enterprises and scales contained in their PMSs  
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5.3. Findings from the Questionnaire Survey 
The knowledge of Czech enterprises about PMSs is growing. The enterprises are realizing the important role of 
performance measurement and management. Most of surveyed enterprises have implemented some type of PMS. 
All surveyed enterprises perceive many advantages of the PMS, such as saving time, data availability, improving 
customer relationship management, sustainability, etc. The systems are centralized in enterprises. Cultural 
differences are considered to be important, however, the enterprises do not take them into account.       
Based on the questionnaire survey results and in response to the current situation in the Czech enterprises, a set of 
recommendations was suggested. The research field, indicating individual variables and their interrelationships, 
belongs to the main outputs of the paper. PMS is a central variable in the system. Decomposition of relationship 
among individual variables that influence or are influenced by the PMS can provide a simple overview on some 
important processes and their context within their PMS for enterprises.     
 
 
Fig. 6.  Research field 
Statistical interpretation of relationships among variables within research filed can be expressed by: 
Spurious correlation – it seems that the variable named foreign partners correlates with the variable named 
cultural differences, but in reality they are just equally influenced by the third variable – named new trends.   
Developmental sequence – the variable named cultural differences affecting the central variable named PMS is 
determined by the unobserved variable – named foreign partners.  
Missing middle link – between the independent variable named foreign partners and the dependent variable 
named PMS is originally unobserved variable – named cultural differences.  
Double cause – the central variable named PMS affects more variables than originally anticipated.  
Set of recommendations drawn up based on cultural differences studies for each country provides to express the 


















Fig. 7. Proposal for a model scheme of a unified performance management system in the Czech Republic 
The model scheme is based on the functioning of several subsidiaries having a parent in the Czech Republic. The 
same characteristics for the Czech Republic and other countries are the same color.  
An excessive individualism is typical in the Czech Republic as well as in the USA, France and Germany. 
Regarding a partial risk tolerance, the Czech Republic is close to the USA. The Czech people are mostly tardy as the 
French. Regarding relationships in the workplace, there is a considerable rivalry in the Czech Republic as in France.  
As the model scheme shows, there are significant cultural differences in all countries, especially in Japan, China, 
Great Britain, but also in Germany and therefore it is necessary to take these cultural differences in the PMSs into 
account. The behavior and control of the system in the countries with significant cultural differences must be 
adapted to the local conditions and practices. For example, foreign experience and recommendations may pose an 
appropriate inspiration for the Czech enterprises how to integrate cultural differences into their PMSs.  
6. Conclusion  
Globalization still increasingly affects development of the PMSs all around the world. Due to globalization, new 
trends in the PMSs are gradually going to boost. At present, consideration of cultural differences belongs to the most 
important trends. The questionnaire survey shows the reality: despite the fact the Czech enterprises are realizing the 
importance of cultural differences, these are not taken in their PMSs into account.     
Consequently, the Czech enterprises will face this new trend in the very near future.  
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